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Abstract

The European defence market can be described as a geoeconomically relevant sector that forms
part of Europe’s overall economy, not least in the way that it is a producer of military capabilities
and technologies and a repository of scientific skills. Traditionally, European Union (EU)-level
steps to support and liberalise the sector have reflected a regulatory approach marked by soft
law, but in recent years, the EU has also developed financial tools to incentivise defence co-
operation. Looking specifically at the European Defence Fund (EDF), this article views this tran-
sition as evidence of a ‘geoeconomic turn’ in European defence market policy that is a response to
structural challenges related to technology control, security of supply and geopolitical competition.
Employing relative gains theory and liberal intergovernmentalism, this article charts the transition
from market liberalisation to industrial policy in EU defence market initiatives based on specific
intra- and extra-political dynamics.
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Introduction

Over the past three decades, the European Union (EU) and its member states have sought
to liberalise the European defence market by developing regulations at the EU level.
Recognising that market fragmentation along national lines has given rise to higher equip-
ment costs, supply disruptions and lost research and capability development collaboration
opportunities, the EU has seen market liberalisation of the defence sector as a way to de-
velop a Single Market in defence, even if such a market still does not fully exist in the EU.
Countless communications and strategies from the European Commission have argued
for greater cross-border co-operation in defence between EU member states, as well as
calling for non-discrimination in how European governments award procurement con-
tracts to defence firms. Following the early development of the Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP), the establishment of the European Defence Agency (EDA)
and the steps to create a Constitution for Europe in the early 2000s, the Commission
sought to develop an EU Single Market in defence by developing a ‘defence package’
of two directives — a process started in 2004 and finalised in 2009 — to address defence
procurement and transfers of military equipment within the EU.

In both cases, regulation was aimed at removing trade barriers for military equipment
between EU member states. The defence package, whilst recognising the specificities of
the defence market — viz., that governments are both buyers and sellers in the market —
sought to transplant the norms of the Single Market into the EU defence sector. In the
early stages of the development of EU defence industrial policy, the Commission and
member states were inspired by the regulation of the Single Market, but the period up
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to 2009 — when the ‘defence package’ was developed — cannot be said to be a watershed
moment. In recent years, however, the EU has shifted away from market liberalisation in
defence to industrial policy where it directly uses financial resources from the EU budget
to encourage defence research and capability development. In this respect, the EU has
also moved away from a traditional strategy of applying soft law to the defence sector,
and in 2013, the European Council and the Commission decided to specifically intervene
in the European defence market with financial tools.

Indeed, after the first European Council (2013) summit on defence in December 2013,
leaders took the decision to develop critical military gaps that had been neglected for
years. Unlike the 2009 ‘defence package’, the 2013 summit is far closer to a watershed
moment where any pre- and post-geoeconomic turn can be discerned, not least because
the summit sought to address the under-investment in defence made apparent by the
2008 financial crisis. Indeed, the 2013 Defence Summit called for common military capa-
bilities, and the Commission and the European Parliament followed up on the European
Council’s wishes by developing the first-ever EU-level funding mechanism for defence
research and capability development. The European Defence Fund (EDF) would not only
break an important taboo about funding military programmes from the EU budget, but it
would also overtly seek to support the European Defence Technological and Industrial
Base (EDTIB) by producing European-made weapons systems and equipment.

In this article, we ask how and why has this shift from market liberalisation to indus-
trial policy occurred. Here, one could point to the potential ineffectiveness of EU regula-
tion and its failure to genuinely liberalise the European defence market (Fiott, 2023).
However, this article argues that the transition from market liberalisation to industrial pol-
icy is reflective of structural changes underway in the global order including growing
geopolitical competition (Lavery and Schmid, 2021). This article argues that the growth
of industrial policy in the defence sector is reflective of a broader geoeconomic turn in
the EU. As the introduction to this special issue makes clear, the EU is presently facing
the rise of China, growing industrial competition with the United States, an increased ten-
dency for economic interdependencies to be ‘weaponised’ and the greater competition
over and for technologies and critical raw materials (Herranz-Surrallés et al., 2024).
Indeed, the European defence market has become a key component of the Union’s
attempts to enhance its ‘strategic autonomy’ or ‘sovereignty’ in the field of defence,
technology and industrial policy.

Geoeconomics stresses the non-military nature of international conflict where control
of technology and resources and the promotion of standards are as much a part of political
power as territory and military capabilities (Wigell et al., 2020). However, geoeconomics
remains relevant to military power. Indeed, military power can only be achieved through
economic security, and military power is a way to safeguard the technological and indus-
trial base of a country (Baru, 2012). There is then a symbiotic rather than binary relation-
ship between economic and military power due to industrial and technological processes
(Bellais, 2023; Csurgai, 2017). This actually aligns closely with the practical realities of
the European defence market where the production of military capabilities relies heavily
on technological, commodity and resource inputs from the general economy (see Smith
and Fontanel, 2008). Accordingly, whilst much of the scholarly attention has focused
on the supposed ‘geoeconomic turn’ in EU trade policy (Adriaensen and Postnikov, 2022;
Meunier and Nicolaidis, 2019), this article seeks to make a contribution to the role of the

© 2024 University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

4) SUORNIPEO)) PUE suLA L M 23§ [pTOZ/EQ/90] B0 Lmaqr] AuUO AN PussaNI) sLRg K520 A0 AQ 009€ 1 5WN 111 101/10pm0d Aa[1m Asmiqriautuo;/ sy wios) papeoiumoq ) ‘9655911

KapnKamsqujauruoj,

ASUAINT SHOWO,) AATEAL) Aqerdde 2y £q paesanoS auE s YO 138N Jo saga 2o Amaqi] AunuO A3)im



From liberalisation to industrial policy: Towards a geoeconomic turn in the European defence market? 3

defence sector in debates about the geoeconomic evolution of the EU by looking specif-
ically at the growth of EU industrial policy in defence. The article treats the industrial pol-
icy shift in the defence sector as a core expression of the geoeconomic turn in the EU (see
Herranz-Surrallés et al., 2024, fig. 1).

Unpacking our research question reveals a number of important issues that are tackled
in this article. First, there is a need to explain the structural factors that have given rise to
any ‘geoeconomic turn’ or industrial policy shift in European defence market policy.
Second, it is necessary to capture how the preferences of EU member states have evolved
during this geoeconomic transition. Third, one needs to better understand the role of EU
institutions such as the Commission in helping to shape the geoeconomic rationale for EU
defence industrial policy. To this end, this article draws on relative gains theory and lib-
eral intergovernmentalism (LI) to explain the formation of preferences in favour of indus-
trial policy and how member states agreed on the creation of the EDF. In doing so, the
article hopes not only to better connect EU defence market policies with the literature
on geoeconomics but also to make a contribution to existing theoretical debates about
the EDF (Calcara, 2019a; Fiott, 2019a; Hakansson, 2021; Haroche, 2020; Hoeffler, 2023;
Sabatino, 2022).

In terms of the methodology employed for this article, we will draw on primary and
secondary sources such as official EU documents (communications, regulations and con-
clusions) and specialist academic literature. The article will also draw on nine
semi-structured interviews conducted with relevant EU and government officials who
are or have been involved in the development of EU defence industrial policy and/or
the EDF.

I. Conceptually Understanding the ‘Geoeconomic Turn’ in EU Defence Industrial
Policy

Although several theories of political science see ‘geoeconomics’ as predominantly a do-
main of economic and non-military forms of political conflict and contestation, there are
solid grounds to analyse the European defence market from a geoeconomic perspective.
Indeed, if one focuses exclusively on finished weapons systems, acquisition strategies
and the military use of capabilities, one foregoes an appreciation of the economic inputs
required to ensure that the defence market functions properly. Such inputs include com-
ponent parts and constituent technologies that are integrated into weapons systems. The
industrial processes and economic inputs required to develop weapons systems also raise
questions about the critical raw material inputs needed to ensure the construction of de-
fence capabilities (e.g., without rare earth minerals such as erbium or neodymium, it is
difficult to produce precision-guided munitions or laser-guided missiles). Such critical
raw materials are at risk of political instrumentalisation, as many are concentrated in
the hands of a few countries such as China.

It is for such reasons that the academic literature on Europe’s defence market increas-
ingly affords attention to supply chain issues and matters of security of supply — essen-
tially, a policy to avoid dependencies on supplies that can be instrumentalised by third
states, which, in turn, can pose a security risk for the functioning and development of mil-
itary capabilities. Kleczka et al. (2023) show how the participation of non-EU firms in the
European defence sector highlights Europe’s dependency on supply and technology
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4 Daniel Fiott

imports. In many other economic sectors, a reliance on non-EU supplies and inputs would
not raise major security issues, as the proper functioning of the market is based on com-
petition, competitive prices and Pareto efficiency between trade partners, where each
gains from economic exchange. Yet, the defence market does not function in these
‘proper’ terms as there are many intervening variables that raise concerns for governments
(Marti Sempere, 2019): for example, governments and militaries may be unwilling to ex-
change and share technologies with partners and rival countries, and a dependency on a
technology or critical raw material may pose a strategic vulnerability in times of war.

All these issues have become apparent in the development of the EDF, which this ar-
ticle argues is a clear example of the EU’s industrial policy and geoeconomic turn in de-
fence. Prior to the formal creation of the Fund in 2016, the EU relied on regulation to de-
velop soft law to guide activities on defence procurement and intra-EU weapons and
equipment transfers. There were clear limits as to how far such measures could alter the
European defence market (Simon, 2022). However, with the introduction of the Fund,
the EU now effectively subsidises the production of military capabilities in line with strict
conditionality including a need to co-operate through EU-based consortia based on a min-
imum of at least two EU states. Under its first call for proposals in December 2021 worth
€1.2 billion, the European Commission (2021) received over 140 joint defence project
proposals from various member states and industrial partners. Therefore, in the space of
5 years from the creation of the Fund in 2016 to its first call for proposals in 2021, the
EU had transitioned from a regulatory actor to a manager of defence projects related to
missile interception technologies, modular naval patrol vessels and more.

In this regard, the EDF is indicative of a shift towards industrial policy for defence be-
cause the EU now directly intervenes in the European defence market with grants and
subsidies. The EDF is therefore an appropriate case study for our purposes due to how
it combines questions of defence research, military technology, capability development,
regulation, financial incentives and co-operation between EU member states. Arguably,
of the suite of EU defence initiatives to emerge since the 2016 publication of the EU
Global Strategy, which set the tone for EU security and defence co-operation in the wake
of Brexit and the Trump presidency, the EDF is the most far reaching and ambitious. In-
deed, at its creation, the Fund was seen as a ‘game changer’ for EU defence industrial pol-
icy because it broke the traditional taboo that forbade the use of the EU budget for defence
and military purposes. Today, the EDF is investing approximately €8 billion up to 2027
into defence research and capability development directly from the EU budget. However,
even if one acknowledges that questions about geoeconomic security are being pushed to
the EU level, there is a need to recognise the continued role of EU member states in shap-
ing the European defence market.

Indeed, neo-functionalism contends that the European Commission has increased its
role in EU defence industrial policy by showing creativity with new policy tools such
as the EDF (Hakansson, 2021; Haroche, 2020; Sabatino, 2022). However, even
neo-functionalist accounts acknowledge that the Commission is limited in its role as a
policy entrepreneur because of its ‘internal tension between strategic and economic objec-
tives’ (Haroche, 2022, p. 14; Interviews 1 and 7). LI takes the opposite view by claiming
that EU member states retain their control over EU defence industrial policy due to the
sensitivities it poses for national security and economic interests (Calcara, 2019b; Calcara
and Simoén, 2022; Fiott, 2019b; Hoeffler, 2023). Although the EDF has a legal basis
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From liberalisation to industrial policy: Towards a geoeconomic turn in the European defence market? 5

related to EU competences in research and industrial competitiveness (Fiott, 2020), it also
relates to defence capability prioritisation and defence planning, where the member states
still retain political control via the treaty provisions on the CSDP. This limits the degree to
which the Commission can single-handedly lead on military prioritisation efforts (Inter-
views 3 and 7), and intergovernmental tools such as the Coordinated Annual Review
on Defence (CARD) and the Capability Development Plan (CDP) are still the major
sources of capability prioritisation at the EU level (Interviews 2, 4 and 7). Notwithstand-
ing the fact that all 27 member states are represented in the EDF’s work programme
decision-making framework through programme committees (Brichet et al., 2021), the
Fund ultimately fails without the interest and uptake of projects by member states and in-
dustries located in the EU (Interviews 3 and 7). Indeed, whilst the EDF committees are
chaired by the Commission, each member state is represented on them, which gives gov-
ernments the opportunity to agree to specific capability projects whilst also giving direc-
tion to the EDF’s overall direction for military capability development.

Geoeconomics and Relative Gains

In the area of geoeconomics, it is important to weigh up relative gains from an intra- and
extra-EU perspective where we can assess the external and internal factors that are driving
the industrial policy shift in the EU defence sector. Conceptually understanding any geo-
economic turn in the European defence market presupposes a theoretical lens that is able
to (1) capture the political and economic preferences of governments; (2) account for the
interplay between national, regional and global economic and security considerations; (3)
explain how these governments bargain for European responses to geoeconomic risks;
and (4) analyse the role played by EU institutions in developing defence industrial policy.
This article contends that insights from relative gains theory and LI can shed light on the
balance between economic and political and national and European factors in the devel-
opment of EU defence industrial policy. Indeed, relative gains theory helps us recognise
that EU member state governments will frame their respective political and economic in-
terests in relation to external factors and how far other EU states will strengthen their po-
sition in the Single Market (Sim6n, 2017).

This may seem like a counterintuitive argument to make given that EU member states
are bound by the rules of the Single Market and are part of a Union that is supposed to
confer common economic benefits to all its members (Fiott, 2019a). Nonetheless, relative
gains theory helps us understand that governments in Europe have to balance consider-
ations of Europe’s overall political weight in international politics with the relative
intra-European balance of power. Depending on the case, individual European states
may forego greater intra-European co-operation if they believe it is likely to imperil their
relative international position of power, which remains amplified via the continued hege-
monic presence of the United States. In other cases, however, European governments may
calculate that their respective national interests are best served by greater intra-European
co-operation (Calcara, 2019a; Simoén, 2017). This interplay between extra- and
intra-European balances of power raises important questions related to any debate about
a geoeconomic turn in the European defence sector.

For example, the growing focus on geoeconomics presupposes that manufacturing and
productive capacities are a key source of national power (Lind, 2019, p. 12). If this
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6 Daniel Fiott

assumption is correct, then we should expect relative rather than absolute gains to trump
considerations about whether to organise defence industrial policy at the EU level or not.
In fact, the scholarly literature on geoeconomics is marked by a transition away from neo-
liberal understandings of international relations, which relegated security concerns in fa-
vour of trade and open markets, towards a greater ‘securitisation of economic policy’
whereby rules, norms and institutions undergo change to adapt to a need to achieve rela-
tive gains in international politics (Roberts et al., 2019). Although scholarly contributions
have pointed out that liberalisation at the EU level can mask a strategy of advancing na-
tional interests (Hoeffler, 2012; Schilde, 2017), the focus on relative rather than absolute
gains also presupposes that states and organisations become more attentive to the vulner-
abilities inherent in economic interdependence. Moreover, geoeconomic strategies as-
sume that individual states and international organisations will develop and exercise spe-
cific strategies to manage their relative position in world affairs (Wigell, 2016). It is
perhaps most important for any account of EU defence industrial co-operation, however,
that relative gains are widely seen as a source of competition rather than co-operation
(Calcara, 2018; Simén, 2017; Snidal, 1991).

However, whereas relative gains help us better situate the ways in which governments
approach questions of relative economic and political power, there is a need to focus on
how interests converge and diverge during the development of EU defence industrial pol-
icy. As we have seen, EU member states are capable of co-operating on defence industrial
issues at the EU level, and this may imply that they have calculated that EU defence in-
dustrial co-operation does not overly undermine their relative position within the intra-EU
balance of power. It may also imply that EU member states have collectively understood
that greater intra-EU co-operation may enhance the Union’s relative global position vis-a-
vis other international actors. However, to be better able to account for the ways in which
governments and institutions organise defence industrial co-operation at the EU level, it is
necessary to employ a theoretical framework that can capture the formation of economic
interests and bargaining at the EU level.

Bargaining for Defence Industrial Policy

One such obvious, yet contested, theory is LI. Indeed, as a grand theory, LI received
prominence in EU integration studies based on the manner in which it underlined the im-
portance of economic preferences and showed how EU governments bargain for policy
outcomes. In a bid to push back against neo-functionalism’s claim that greater policy
spillover can only ever lead to more EU integration, LI showed the ways in which bar-
gains between EU governments could fail or end in compromises that would not neces-
sarily lead to more integration. On top of this, LI claimed that specific structural circum-
stances would lead to a drive towards bargaining at the EU level in the first place,
including globalisation, international competition and states’ relative positions in interna-
tional economic relations. LI also underlined the importance of EU institutions such as the
Commission — not as policy entrepreneurs per se but as political bodies that would embed
and uphold intergovernmental bargains between EU member states. At least from this per-
spective, LI can be seen to complement relative gains theory by underlining the specific
processes and bargains involved in managing competition and co-operation over EU
policy.
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However, from a different angle, LI can be seen to contain certain explanatory weak-
nesses (Kleine and Pollack, 2018). For one thing, in its original incarnation, LI was better
suited to explaining bargaining and outcomes for economic domains of EU policy. In-
deed, Moravcsik himself avoided using LI to explain European integration in security
and defence, even though he started his academic career focusing on armaments
co-operation (Fiott, 2019a, p. 17). At first glance, LI is perhaps not best suited to
explaining the very interplay between economics and security that appears to characterise
industrial policy. Nonetheless, recent scholarly work has shown how LI can indeed apply
to the fields of security and defence, and defence industrial policy more specifically
(Calcara, 2019b; Fiott, 2019b). Specifically, LI has been updated to help explain the adop-
tion of EU soft law on defence procurement and intra-EU arms transfers, as well as the
creation of specialised EU bodies such as the EDA (Fiott, 2019a). What is more, such ac-
counts have confirmed the importance of intergovernmental bargaining relative to the pol-
icy agency of institutional actors such as the European Commission, but they have none-
theless stressed the need to treat the Commission as an important variable in government
preference formation — not least, as governments seek to manage the control EU institu-
tions can exert over defence industrial policy (Fiott, 2019a).

Under such a reading of L, it is possible to better understand how governments formu-
late economic and political preferences. This not only implies that governments must rep-
resent national economic preferences but also the preferences of relevant security actors
such as relevant government ministries, branches of the armed forces and even allies. Ac-
cordingly, the main benefits of combining insights from both relative gains theory and LI
are as follows. First, the theoretical frameworks allow for both co-operation and compe-
tition in the formulation of EU defence industrial policy. Second, whereas relative gains
highlight the tension between intra- and extra-EU balances of power, LI shows in clearer
terms how these gains are calculated at a national level and negotiated at the EU level.
Third, both theories allow us to understand how governments manage intra- and extra-EU
balances of relative power. Coming full circle to the idea of a geoeconomic turn in EU
defence industrial policy, both theories appear well suited to explaining the balancing
of security and economic interests that are at the heart of geoeconomics.

II. The EDF and the EU’s Geoeconomic Turn

As we highlighted earlier, the EDF represents a step change in the way that the Union
supports the European defence market because it marks a departure from the regulatory
approach that has characterised EU defence industrial policy since its inception. In this
section, we assess the Fund from the perspective of intra- and extra-EU relative gains
and intergovernmental preferences.

Intra-EU Relative Gains and the EDF

Member states — working through the European Council — were at the heart of agreeing to
the Fund, and, without their presence in the working committee and the additional
funding they provide for EDF capability projects, the Fund would be unworkable (Inter-
views 3 and 7). Using relative gains theory and LI, we are able to better understand the
modalities under which the member states ultimately agreed to create the Fund. This will
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8 Daniel Fiott

then reveal the factors behind the transition from market liberalisation to industrial policy
and allow us to ascertain the reasons behind the geoeconomic turn in EU defence market
policy. The first consideration is to analyse how the EDF can be explained in relation to
intra-EU relative gains. Clearly, the fact that the European Council and member states
were open to the idea of a fund shows that intra-EU relative gain considerations could
be effectively managed. This was not a foregone conclusion given how fragmented the
European defence market is and how defence industrial production is highly concentrated
in the hands of only a few larger EU member states. In this sense, the EDF would have
been much harder to create and justify as an EU policy if it was perceived to be a funnel
for EU funds into the hands of only a few member states.

On the face of it, one could argue that the EDF has so far only really benefited a mi-
nority of the larger member states. The data available for the precursor programme to
the EDF — the so-called European Defence Industrial Development Programme (EDIDP)
— show that in 2020, 21% of overall beneficiaries were from France, 12% from Spain,
12% from Italy and 9% from Germany (Masson, 2021). Yet, there are several ways in
which smaller and medium-sized member states gain from the EDF. Indeed, their indus-
tries can directly benefit from being part of project consortia with larger industrial actors.
This has the benefit of potential knowledge and technology transfer, as small- and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are exposed to intricate industrial processes that can
help their own competitiveness. This is a particularly important, yet under-appreciated,
feature of the Fund. Smaller and medium-sized member states can help their own nascent
defence industries plug into European supply chains, and a critical part of the Commis-
sion’s stewardship of the EDF is to ensure the access of SMEs to projects and
cross-border supply chains (Interview 6).

By directing us to focus on national preference formation and EU-level bargaining, LI
helps us understand the ways in which EU member states reconciled their defence indus-
trial interests through the EDF. For France, the EDF was viewed as a major step towards
ensuring additional financial and political support for the European defence market,
which it has a large stake in. Not only was French industry behind the drive towards more
financial support for defence research and capability development (Interview 5), but the
government seized on a ‘window of opportunity’ during the height of the Brexit crisis
and the Trump presidency to call for policies such as the EDF (Béraud-Sudreau and
Pannier, 2020). France was joined by Germany, where the defence industry was also in-
terested in using common EU financing to support its own defence modernisation and en-
sure common action to develop capabilities for both the EU and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) (Major and Mélling, 2019; Interview 4). Other major defence in-
dustrial countries such as Spain and Italy also saw the EDF as beneficial for their national
industries: Spain saw the Fund as an opportunity to support and rationalise its own de-
fence industrial base (Arteaga, 2019), and Italy stressed that the Fund would lead to joint
defence programmes that would boost European strategic autonomy (Marrone, 2019).

There were also states that feared the EDF would sever links with the American and
British defence markets and/or that the Fund would empower a French—German defence
industrial concentration. Sweden, another major European defence market, was one such
country that had concerns that the EDF could be used to break industrial linkages with
American and British firms (Olsson, 2019). Yet, Sweden and other states did not ulti-
mately object to the Fund’s creation. Countries such as Poland saw the EDF as a solid
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From liberalisation to industrial policy: Towards a geoeconomic turn in the European defence market? 9

opportunity to develop military capabilities that would be of value in a NATO setting, but
it also saw a strong vested interest in being part of the EDF for the purposes of technology
and knowledge transfers. As one analyst put it, ‘Poland expects the EDF to allow Polish
defence companies to finally join European defence industrial cooperation’ by helping to
support its mid-sized firms and the large concentration of companies under the Polish Ar-
maments Group (PGZ) (Terlikowski, 2019, p. 3). Finland also took a pragmatic view of
the EDF, and its industry saw the benefits of the economic opportunities that would be
possible from cross-border defence supply chains, especially for a country that had tradi-
tionally relied on off-the-shelf purchases and highly specialised technology manufactur-
ing (Helwig and Iso-Markku, 2020).

Thus, the underlying political logic of the EDF is a careful balancing of relative gains
where larger and smaller EU states receive public goods from a financing mechanism that
is regulated at the EU level. In this sense, there is something to LI’s claim that the Euro-
pean Commission’s role is as much about managing the political bargain reached between
member states as serving as a policy entrepreneur. In this sense, if the original bargain be-
tween governments over the EDF is to hold over time, the Commission and the European
Parliament must ensure that the benefits from co-operation (however ‘benefits’ are ulti-
mately defined) are fairly apportioned. This is perhaps a more delicate issue than we
may initially appreciate. Consider, for example, how the EDF melds with the politics of
the EU budget: net contributors to the budget insist that they receive a larger share of
EU investments, whereas net beneficiaries do not want to see their financial contributions
being used to finance already competitive defence industries (Interview 8).

Furthermore, the political bargain achieved for the EDF must be seen as part of a wider
political bargain involving member states through Permanent Structured Cooperation
(PESCO). Indeed, member states were successful in establishing a direct link between
the EDF and PESCO, which is a wholly intergovernmental EU defence capability policy
framework. Like the EDF, PESCO projects are designed to fill military capability gaps in
Europe, but political control of PESCO projects resides with the Council of the EU work-
ing through the EDA, the EU Military Committee and the European External Action Ser-
vice (EEAS). Interestingly, several of the ongoing technologically advanced EDF projects
are also classed as PESCO projects, which raises a governance question of who ultimately
governs a capability project if it is simultaneously developed under the EDF and PESCO.
In this respect, it has been argued that larger member states have used PESCO to
pre-position projects for EDF funding and that, ultimately, PESCO-EDF projects allow
national governments to underline their political primacy over the Commission (Inter-
views 2 and 7).

Extra-EU Relative Gains and the Transatlantic Dimension

So far, relative gains theory and LI have helped us better understand the political dynam-
ics at play in negotiating and establishing the EDF. However, the analysis up to now has
focused on the management of intra-EU dynamics of relative gains, and an equally impor-
tant element to concentrate on, especially with regard to any geoeconomic turn, is
extra-EU relative gains. Managing relative gains between the EU and international com-
petitors not only raises the importance of geoeconomic competition but also underlines
the importance of structural pressures such as the ‘weaponisation’ of economic
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10 Daniel Fiott

dependencies, technology control and security of supply. In other words, it is necessary to
understand how governments calculated relative gains in terms of the global balance of
power, especially in relation to European relations with the United States, which has al-
ways had a bearing on EU defence industrial policy. In addition unpacking the structural
influence of transatlantic defence market competition there is a need to understand what
factors undergirded the political necessity of the EDF.

With specific reference to the United States as a structural factor in EU defence indus-
trial policy, the EDF is a puzzling creation because pressure from the United States has
existed for several decades. Steps by successive US administrations to maintain open Eu-
ropean defence markets and thus to ensure the competitiveness of US defence firms in
Europe did not lead to a shift from regulation to the EDF before. Therefore, it is necessary
to understand what specific conditions in the transatlantic relationship gave rise to
the EDF. A significant explanation in this regard was the Trump administration,
which re-aligned its own geoeconomic strategy towards a more nationalistic and
China-focused approach that called into question the long-standing economic relationship
with the EU. Added to this development was the specific defence policy stance of the
Trump administration to NATO and European security, with warnings from the president
that the United States could potentially leave NATO or not meet its responsibilities for
collective defence under Article 5 of the Washington Treaty. Again, this was largely read
as a US downgrading of Europe in Washington’s overall grand strategy towards rivalry
with China (Simén et al., 2021). To be sure, calls for Europeans to do more for their se-
curity from the United States are not new, but the prospect of a sitting US president being
responsible for the wholesale deterioration of the NATO alliance had a seismic effect on
how European governments viewed defence co-operation through the EU.

In this sense, the EDF became an important symbol of European governments seeking
to hedge against perceived shifts in US policy. This manifested itself in calls for a finan-
cial tool that would help lead to the development of EU-made military capabilities and
European supply chains that would be resistant to US extra-territorial legislation such
as the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). Again, the risk that the United
States could block exports or condition the use of European-owned military capabilities
pre-dates the creation of the EDF, but it was unclear at the time how the Trump adminis-
tration would instrumentalise US law to further benefit the US defence industry. In this
sense, Europe has used its fear of structural factors to develop ways of ensuring supply
chain security. Accordingly, the crisis in transatlantic relations at the time posed a major
dilemma for European governments. For past crises such as the Arab Spring, the Balkan
Wars or the Ukraine crisis, the United States has had a unifying effect on European gov-
ernments, which has helped manage intra-EU political dynamics (see Haroche, 2017).
However, the Trump administration became the object of the crisis itself, spurring Euro-
pean governments to resolve their intra-EU defence dynamics on their own.

Interestingly, even after EU member states decided to create the Fund, many govern-
ments resisted US attempts to open up the Fund to American defence producers (Inter-
view 9). The very fact that the United States would try to open up the EDF to American
producers after calling for Europeans to do more for their own defence hints at how sen-
sitive the move to create the EDF was in transatlantic relations. Indeed, at the time, the
launch of the EDF and PESCO was likened by the then-Trump “administration to ‘poison
pills’” that would distort existing transatlantic defence supply chains (Interviews 8 and 9).
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From liberalisation to industrial policy: Towards a geoeconomic turn in the European defence market? 11

Despite a very public outcry by the United States through a direct letter to the then High
Representative (HR)/Vice-President (VP), Federica Mogherini, which called for the EU to
open up the EDF to American firms, the Union held to its position of creating a fund that
was legally and politically closed to American and other non-EU firms (Fiott, 2019b). In
this sense, one is able to conclude that European governments successfully balanced
extra- and intra-EU political dynamics in such a way as to protect their national
interests, whilst shielding the EU from the potential risks of the Trump presidency.

Of course, the introduction of the EDF did not sever all transatlantic defence industrial
ties, and in hindsight, the US reaction was perhaps overblown (Interview 8). The reality
today, which the European response to the war on Ukraine has emphasised, is that Euro-
peans still maintain a high degree of dependence on US armaments. Nonetheless, the ag-
gregate of national preferences during the negotiations for the EDF during the Trump
presidency led member states to ring-fence their defence industrial efforts from external
influence and competitors. They did so in such a way as to benefit their national defence
firms, whilst also trying to cushion any perceived hostile action by Europeans to the trans-
atlantic relationship. Member states did not want to give President Trump any ammuni-
tion for his hostility towards NATO and European security. It is for this reason that the
EDF began as a relatively small-scale financial tool worth €8 billion. In fact, the Finnish
Presidency of the Council of the EU in 2019 oversaw a reduction of the Fund from an ini-
tial Commission request of €13 billion to €8 billion, which was seen as a way to assuage
voices in the United States that it was the Europeans rather than America that sought
decoupling.

Despite its relatively small size, however, the EDF was also seen as a way to develop
military technologies and capabilities that could be shielded from the reaches of US
extra-territorial legislation such as ITAR, which can control and block the military tech-
nologies of allied and non-allied countries alike. Indeed, the way the EDF Regulation
has been drafted leaves little room for non-EU states to control EU-developed defence
technologies. As Article 20(3) of the Regulation stipulates, ‘the results of research actions
supported by the Fund shall not be subject to any control or restriction by a
non-associated third country [...] including in terms of technology transfer’ (EU, 2021).
Although certain EU member states such as Sweden raised objections about this technol-
ogy protection provision (Interviews 1 and 7), overall, the EU member states settled on a
legal basis that would shield any EU-funded defence research and capability efforts from
US and other non-EU legislation. In this sense, the shift in US strategy under Trump pre-
sented the Europeans with an opportunity to develop ‘ITAR-free’ military equipment,
which is seen as a vital part of the European ability to export military equipment.

In terms of geoeconomics, this would appear to be an interesting case of where the EU
sought to balance economic and security considerations, and it is certainly interesting that,
despite protests from Washington, member states continued to pursue technology security
guarantees in the EDF. Such a step fits with the Union’s overall drive towards achieving
‘strategic autonomy’ in defence (see Juncos and Vanhoonacker, 2024, this issue). Given
President Trump’s aim to compete with the EU in terms of trade — with the president even
calling the EU a ‘foe’ in trade (Roth et al., 2018) — states such as France and Germany
were eager to ensure that the EDF could be used to enhance EU autonomy (Interviews
4 and 5). In this sense, there was an intimate link between intra- and extra-EU relative
gains, with larger industrial countries such as France, Germany, Italy and Spain seeking
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12 Daniel Fiott

to protect their relative position in the European defence market by shielding the Fund
from external technology controls by the United States and other non-EU countries.
Whereas under the Union’s past regulatory approach, non-EU defence firms still enjoyed
access to the European defence market (Fiott, 2019b), the Fund became a feature of EU
industrial policy with financial incentives and legal safeguards for EU member states.

In the context of our theoretical discussion, the case of the EDF raises noteworthy ob-
servations about how member states balanced relative gains. On the one hand, they were
able to manage intra-EU relative gains considerations by ensuring that the Fund would
meet various economic preferences such as providing additional financial support from
the EU budget for defence, technology sharing and support for SMEs. EU law and insti-
tutions such as the European Commission played the role of locking in this EU-level bar-
gain. Whilst there has been a traditional scepticism about the durability of intergovern-
mental armaments collaboration (DeVore, 2014), the Fund marks an interesting and
innovative approach to defence industrial co-operation as it seeks to harness the Union’s
supranational architecture to better manage potential conflict between member states as to
how the Fund should be invested and where. On the other hand, the Fund is not just a case
of managing intra-EU defence industrial preferences as it also speaks to how EU member
states view their relative position vis-a-vis global industrial powers such as the United
States. Remarkably, and despite political pressure from the United States during the cre-
ation of the Fund, member states agreed on a legal framework for the Fund that essentially
underlined the importance of maintaining a European defence market and boosting its
competitiveness in relation to other global defence actors.

Conclusion

At the start of this article, we set out to analyse whether the European defence market
could be said to reflect a ‘geoeconomic turn’. The article first clarified the term ‘geoeco-
nomics’ by highlighting how it marked a transition from absolute economic gains to rel-
ative gains: in essence, any geoeconomic turn implies that governments and institutions
balance economic and security interests. However, this article showed how this definition
of geoeconomics is complicated in an EU context, as governments not only have to bal-
ance security and economic preferences but also need to calculate the trade-off between
intra- and extra-EU relative gains. Drawing on the specific case of the EDF, this article
has been able to show how governments formed and balanced their security and economic
preferences in an EU context. Specifically addressing the research question, the article has
shown how the EU has moved away from its traditional drive towards market
liberalisation by establishing a fund that exhibits strong elements of an industrial policy
for defence consisting of direct market intervention through financing and subsidies. This
process is likely to increase in the future, especially as the Union will release its first De-
fence Industrial Strategy in early 2024 with the aim of introducing further political direc-
tion for the European defence industry.

Drawing on both relative gains theory and LI, the article has been able to demonstrate
how national preferences were embedded in the EDF. This article has shown that the EDF
embodies the industrial interests of member states and reflects a careful calibration of the in-
terests of large, medium and small member states. However, the study of extra-EU gains has
revealed that the EDF was a response to a specific structural pressure on the EU posed by the
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From liberalisation to industrial policy: Towards a geoeconomic turn in the European defence market? 13

United States. To be sure, EU defence industrial policy has also been influenced by the trans-
atlantic relationship, but at the time of the EDF’s creation, the Trump presidency posed spe-
cific political considerations such as the risk of US decoupling from European security and
heightened economic competition. In this sense, member state governments were
responding to important shifts in US geoeconomic policy and strategy by ensuring that
EU financial tools could support an EDTIB. The fact that the member states that are tradi-
tionally close to the US defence market were unable to block the EDF’s creation or remove
provisions that locked out US firms from the Fund is telling. Although defence market com-
petition from the United States has always been a justification for the EU’s own defence in-
dustrial policy, a shift to a more nationalistic and competitive geoeconomic strategy in the
United States played a major role in the creation of the EDF, as well as pushing the EU to-
wards industrial policy rather than further market liberalisation in the defence sector.

This special issue sets out to analyse various areas of EU policy through the lens of
geoeconomics. It usefully initiates a research agenda that can help probe how the EU bal-
ances economic and security interests in its policy: given the growing global geostrategic
rivalry, this is a timely and important endeavour. As a direct response to the main theme of
this special issue, this article has provided some preliminary explanations for why the EU
has taken a geoeconomic turn in the defence sector marked by industrial policy rather than
market liberalisation. We argue that a theoretical combination of relative gains and LI has
helped us explain how the EDF, a landmark example of EU defence industrial policy, was
created and how the structural considerations helped mould intra-EU dynamics. Future re-
search should continue to test this theoretical approach in light of the policy changes in-
troduced since the Versailles Summit of March 2022 (European Council, 2022). Such
changes include calls for more EU action on joint defence procurement and common
EU-level defence planning (European Commission, 2022, p. 14). Greater common EU
defence planning would itself be a revolutionary step forward for the Union, and so it
would be necessary to further investigate how the balance between intra- and extra-EU
relative gains and domestic security/economic preferences evolves over time.

Furthermore, another fundamental aspect of any future research agenda on the EU and
geoeconomics should focus more intensely on the linkages between new EU policies (as
called for in this special issue by Herranz-Surrallés et al., 2024). There is an interdependence
between EU defence industrial policy and Union initiatives in the areas of semiconductors,
critical raw materials, outer space and more. In this sense, one of the theoretical and empir-
ical deficiencies of this article is how national preferences in defence are influenced by pref-
erences related to wider areas of EU technology policy and digital policy. For example, the
‘EU Chips Act’ or the EU’s Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) Screening Mechanism has an
essential bearing on the EU defence market, and it is worth studying the specific balance be-
tween national preferences when all these new policy areas are compared. In this respect, it
is also interesting to study to what extent structural factors have conditioned developments
in these new geoeconomic areas of policy. When taken together, these factors could usefully
provide a comprehensive account of the EU’s geoeconomic actorness.

Correspondence:

Daniel Fiott, Centre for Security, Diplomacy and Strategy, Vrije Universiteit Brussel, 5, Pleinlaan,
Brussels 1050, Belgium.

email: daniel fiott@vub.be

© 2024 University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

w0 A A juo/sding wosy papeojumod ‘0 ‘S9658941

sdny) suonIpuoy) pus suial, 1 228 [pT0Z/€0/90] u0 Kmaqr auruO A Pusaastn) suRg K520 A0 AQ 009 15w 11110110/

RapanKresqupaury

QASUAINT SUOWIO)) 2ATRAL) a[qeardde ay £q pauianod e saparum O fasm Jo saru 205 Kmaqiy aunuQ A3



14 Daniel Fiott

References

Adriaensen, J. and Postnikov, E. (eds) (2022) A Geo-economic Turn in Trade Policy? EU Trade
Agreements in the Asia-Pacific (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan).

Arteaga, F. (2019) ‘National Expectations Regarding the European Defence Fund: The Spanish
Perspective’, ARES Group Comment, No. 40. Available from: https://www.iris-france.org/
wp-content/uploads/2019/10/ARES-40.pdf

Baru, S. (2012) ‘Geo-economics and Strategy’. Survival, Vol. 54, No. 4, pp. 47-58.

Bellais, R. (2023) ‘Market Structures, Competition and Innovation: Grounds for an Alternative
Defence Industrial Policy’, Defence and Peace Economics, early online view. Available from:
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10242694.2023.2182869

Béraud-Sudreau, L. and Pannier, A. (2020) ‘An ‘Improbable Paris-Berlin-Commission Triangle’:
Usages of Europe and the Revival of EU Defense Cooperation After 2016°. Journal of Euro-
pean Integration, Vol. 43, No. 3, pp. 295-310.

Brichet, S., Chouarbi, H., Dénoue, M., Frossard, V., Laurent, A., Libert, N., Magnuszewski, A.F.,
Maillard, P. and Rolin, J. (2021) ‘The Governance of the European Defence Fund’, European
Issue, No. 592, Robert Schuman Foundation. Available from: https://www.robert-schuman.eu/
en/european-issues/0592-the-governance-of-the-european-defence-fund

Calcara, A. (2018) ‘Cooperation and Conflict in the European Defence-Industrial Field: The Role
of Relative Gains’. Defence Studies, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 474-497.

Calcara, A. (2019a) ‘Cooperation and Non-cooperation in European Defence Procurement’. Jour-
nal of European Integration, Vol. 42, No. 6, pp. 799-815.

Calcara, A. (2019b) ‘Making Sense of European Armaments Policies: A Liberal
Intergovernmentalist Research Agenda’. Comparative Strategy, Vol. 38, No. 6, pp. 567-581.

Calcara, A. and Simon, L. (2022) ‘Market Size and the Political Economy of European Defense’.
Security Studies, Vol. 30, No. 5, pp. 860—892.

Csurgai, G. (2017) ‘The Increasing Importance of Geoeconomics in Power Rivalries in the
Twenty-First Century’. Geopolitics, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 38—46.

DeVore, M.R. (2014) ‘International Armaments Collaboration and the Limits of Reform’. Defence
and Peace Economics, Vol. 25, No. 4, pp. 415-443.

European Commission. (2021) ‘European Defence Industry Submits Over 140 Joint Defence R&D
Proposals Under First EDF Calls, and 26 Collaborative Defence Projects Selected for Funding
Under EDIDP’. Available from: https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/european-de-
fence-industry-submits-over-140-joint-defence-rd-proposals-under-first-edf-calls-and-26-
2021-12-21_en [Accessed 21st December 2021].

European Commission. (2022) ‘Joint Communication on the Defence Investment Gaps Analysis
and Way Forward’, JOIN(2022) 24 final, Brussels. Available from: https://commission.eu-
ropa.eu/system/files/2022-05/join_2022_24_2_en_act partl_v3_1.pdf [Accessed 18th May
2022].

European Council. (2013) ‘Conclusions’, EUCO 217/13, Brussels. Available from: https:/www.
consilium.europa.euw/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/140245.pdf  [Accessed  20th
December 2013].

European Council. (2022) ‘Versailles Declaration’, Versailles. Available from: https:/www.
consilium.europa.ew/media/54773/20220311-versailles-declaration-en.pdf  [Accessed 11th
March 2022].

European Union. (2021) ‘Regulation Establishing the European Defence Fund’, 2021/697. Avail-
able from: https:/eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/697/0j [Accessed 29th April 2021].

Fiott, D. (2019a) Defence Industrial Cooperation in the European Union: The State, the Firm and
Europe (Oxon/New York: Routledge).

© 2024 University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

4) SUORNIPEO) PUE suLA L M 23§ [pTOZ/E0/90] B0 Lmaqr] AuUO KA PussaNI sLRg K520 A0 AQ 009€ 15w 111 101/10pm0d Aapim Asmiqriautiuo; sy wos) papeoiumoq ) ‘9655911

KapnKamsqupauruoj,

ASUAINT SHOWO,) AATEAL) Aqerdde 2y £q paesaaoS ar s YO 138N Jo saga 2o maqi] aunuQ A3)im



From liberalisation to industrial policy: Towards a geoeconomic turn in the European defence market? 15

Fiott, D. (2019b) ‘The Poison Pill: EU Defence on US Terms?’, EUISS Policy Brief, No. 7. Avail-
able from: https://www.jstor.org/stable/resrep21114

Fiott, D. (2020) ‘Financing Rhetoric? The European Defence Fund and Dual-Used Technologies’.
In Calcara, A., Csernatoni, R. and Lavallée, C. (eds) Emerging Security Technologies and EU
Governance: Actors, Practices and Processes (London/New York: Routledge), pp. 42-57.

Fiott, D. (2023) ‘In Every Crisis an Opportunity? European Union Integration in Defence and the
War on Ukraine’. Journal of European Integration, Vol. 45, No. 3, pp. 447-462.

Haékansson, C. (2021) ‘The European Commission’s New Role in EU Security and Defence Coop-
eration: The Case of the European Defence Fund’. European Security, Vol. 30, No. 4,
pp. 589-608.

Haroche, P. (2017) ‘Interdependence, Asymmetric Crises and European Defense Cooperation’. Eu-
ropean Security, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 226-252.

Haroche, P. (2020) ‘Supranationalism Strikes Back: A Neofunctionalist Account of the European
Defence Fund’. Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 27, No. 6, pp. 853—872.

Haroche, P. (2022) ‘A ‘Geopolitical Commission’: Supranationalism Meets Global Power Compe-
tition’. Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 61, No. 4, pp. 970-987 early access view
Available from: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/jcms.13440

Helwig, N. and Iso-Markku, T. (2020) ‘National Expectations Regarding the European Defence
Fund: The Finnish Perspective’, ARES Group Comment, No. 52. Available from: https://
www.iris-france.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/ARES-52.pdf

Herranz-Surrallés, A., Damro, C. and Eckert, S. (2024) ‘The Geoeconomic Turn of the Single Eu-
ropean Market? Conceptual Challenges and Empirical Trends’. Journal of Common Market
Studies, Vol. 62, No. 1. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13591

Hoeffler, C. (2012) ‘European Armament Co-operation and the Renewal of Industrial Policy Mo-
tives’. Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 19, No. 3, pp. 435-451.

Hoeffler, C. (2023) ‘Beyond the Regulatory State? The European Defence Fund and National Mil-
itary Capacities’. Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 30, No. 7, pp. 1281-1304. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2023.2174581 early online view.

Juncos, A. and Vanhoonacker, S. (2024) ‘The Ideational Power of Strategic Autonomy in EU Se-
curity and External Economic Policies’. Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 62, No. 1.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13597

Kleczka, M., Vandercruysee, L., Buts, C. and Du Bois, C. (2023) ‘The Spectrum of Strategic Au-
tonomy in EU Defence Supply Chains’. Defence and Peace Economics, pp. 1-21 early online
view. Available from: https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10242694.2023.2180588

Kleine, M. and Pollack, M. (2018) ‘Liberal Intergovernmentalism and Its Critics’. Journal of Com-
mon Market Studies, Vol. 56, No. 7, pp. 1493-1509.

Lavery, S. and Schmid, D. (2021) ‘European Integration and the New Global Disorder’. Journal of
Common Market Studies, Vol. 59, No. 5, pp. 1322-1338.

Lind, M. (2019) ‘The Return of Geo-economics’. The National Interest, Vol. 164, No. November/
December, pp. 12-18.

Major, C. and Molling, C. (2019) ‘PeSCo: The German Perspective’, ARES Group Policy
Paper, No. 36. Available from: https://www.iris-france.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Ares-
36.pdf

Marrone, A. (2019) ‘National Expectations Regarding the European Defence Fund: The Italian
Perspective’, ARES Group Comment, No. 42. Available from: https://www.iris-france.org/
wp-content/uploads/2019/10/ARES-42-EDF-Italy.pdf

Marti Sempere, C. (2019) ‘A Review of Market Failures in the Defence Industry’. Defence and
Peace Economics, Vol. 31, No. 6, pp. 642—658.

Masson, H. (2021) ‘Results of the Calls: EDIDP 2019 and EDIDP 2020°. Available from: https://
www.frstrategie.org/sites/default/files/documents/specifique/EDIDP.pdf

© 2024 University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

4) SUORNIPEO) PUE suLA L M 23§ [pTOZ/E0/90] B0 Lmaqr] AuUO KA PussaNI sLRg K520 A0 AQ 009€ 15w 111 101/10pm0d Aapim Asmiqriautiuo; sy wos) papeoiumoq ) ‘9655911

KapnKamsqupauruoj,

ASUAINT SHOWO,) AATEAL) Aqerdde 2y £q paesaaoS ar s YO 138N Jo saga 2o maqi] aunuQ A3)im



16 Daniel Fiott

Meunier, S. and Nicolaidis, K. (2019) ‘The Geopoliticization of European Trade and Investment
Policy’. Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 57, No. S1, pp. 103-113.

Olsson, P. (2019) ‘National Expectations Regarding the European Defence Fund: The Swedish
Perspective’, ARES Group Comment, No. 41. Available from: https://www.iris-france.org/
wp-content/uploads/2019/10/ARES-41-EDF-Sweden.pdf

Roberts, A., Moraes, H.C. and Ferguson, V. (2019) ‘Toward a Geoeconomic Order in
International Trade and Investment’. Journal of International Economic Law, Vol. 22, No. 4,
pp. 655-676.

Roth, A., Smith, D., Helmore, E. and Pengelly, M. (2018) Trump Calls European Union a ‘Foe’ —
Ahead of Russia and China. The Guardian. Available from: https://www.theguardian.com/us-
news/2018/jul/15/donald-trump-vladimir-putin-helsinki-russia-indictments [Accessed 15th
July 2018].

Sabatino, E. (2022) ‘The European Defence Fund: A Step Towards a Single Market for Defence?’
Journal of European Integration, Vol. 44, No. 1, pp. 133-148.

Schilde, K. (2017) The Political Economy of European Security (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

Simén, L. (2017) ‘Neorealism, Security Cooperation, and Europe’s Relative Gains Dilemma’. Se-
curity Studies, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 185-212.

Simon, E. (2022) ‘The 2022 Defence Package: A Useful Contribution to Support the European De-
fence Fund?’, ARES Group Comment, No. 72. Available from: https://www.iris-france.org/
wp-content/uploads/2022/02/72-Comment-ESimon-February-2022.pdf

Simén, L., Desmaele, L. and Becker, J. (2021) ‘Europe as a Secondary Theater? Competition With
China and the Future of America’s European Strategy’. Strategic Studies Quarterly, Vol. 15,
No. 1, pp. 90-115.

Smith, R. and Fontanel, J. (2008) ‘International Security, Defence Economics and the Powers of
Nations’. In Fontanel, J. and Chatterji, M. (eds) War, Peace and Security (Bingley: Emerald
Group Publishing), pp. 37-51.

Snidal, D. (1991) ‘Relative Gains and the Pattern of International Cooperation’. American Political
Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 3, pp. 701-726.

Terlikowski, M. (2019) ‘National Expectations Regarding the European Defence Fund: The Polish
Perspective’, ARES Group Comment, No. 46. Available from: https://www.iris-france.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/10/ARES-46.pdf

Wigell, M. (2016) ‘Conceptualizing Regional Powers’ Geoeconomic Strategies: Neo-imperialism,
Neo-mercantilism, Hegemony, and Liberal Institutionalism’. Asia Europe Journal, Vol. 14,
pp. 135-151.

Wigell, M., Scholvin, S. and Aaltola, M. (eds) (2020) Geo-economics and Power Politics in the
21°" Century: The Revival of Economic Statecraft (London: Routledge).

Interviews

Interview 1: Official, European Commission, 4 November 2022.

Interview 2: Official, Government of Belgium, 17 October 2022.

Interview 3: Official, European External Action Service, 25 November 2022.
Interview 4: Official, Government of Germany, 25 November 2022.
Interview 5: Official, Government of France, 18 November 2022.

Interview 6: Official, European Commission, 2 November 2022.

Interview 7: Official, European Defence Agency, 7 November 2022.
Interview 8: Official, European Commission, 26 October 2022.

Interview 9: Official, European Commission, 15 November 2022.

© 2024 University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

4) SUORNIPEO) PUE suLA L M 23§ [pTOZ/E0/90] B0 Lmaqr] AuUO KA PussaNI sLRg K520 A0 AQ 009€ 15w 111 101/10pm0d Aapim Asmiqriautiuo; sy wos) papeoiumoq ) ‘9655911

KapnKamsqupauruoj,

ASUAINT SHOWO,) AATEAL) Aqerdde 2y £q paesaaoS ar s YO 138N Jo saga 2o maqi] aunuQ A3)im



